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MEMORANDUM 

To: Nancy Lee 
Senior Planner, City of El Monte 
 

From: Rita Garcia 
Project Manager 
 

Date: 
 

September 16, 2020 
 

Subject: KB Home Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue Project (Project) 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Responses to Comments Raised During Public Review  

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Project’s Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared in February 
2020 pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
§§21000-21177) and State CEQA Guidelines §15063 requirements. The February 2020 
IS/MND and supporting documentation were made available for public review pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines §15070. The public review period began on February 11, 2020 and 
ended on March 2, 2020; see discussion below concerning a second public review period. 
The February 2020 IS/MND and supporting documentation were made available for public 
review at the following locations: 
 

• City of El Monte Website: https://www.ci.el-monte.ca.us/262/Planning, and  
• City of El Monte, Planning Division, City Hall West, 11333 Valley Boulevard, El Monte, 

California 91731. 
 
Since the Project Applicant’s initial development application submittal to the City of El Monte 
(City) for the Project and the February 2020 IS/MND, the Project Applicant has met with City 
Staff and nearby residents, and has subsequently modified the project (“Project” or “Original 
Project”) in response to their comments. The Project, as updated with such modifications 
(hereinafter referred to as “Modified Project”), involved removing seven (7) dwelling units 
(DUs) (decreasing the total number of DUs to 103 DU), as well as increasing setbacks, 
common open space, and open parking spaces. Additional Modified Project modifications 
include reducing the height of one building facing Orchard Street from three- to two-stories, 
adding an island at the main entry, and introducing textured paving to create a more 
pedestrian-friendly community. Attachment A: Modified Project Description, discusses the 

https://www.ci.el-monte.ca.us/262/Planning
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Modified Project in greater detail and includes Exhibit 1: Site Plan – Modified Project, which 
depicts the Modified Project.   
 
An IS/MND was prepared for the Modified Project (Kimley-Horn, September 17, 2020) 
pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code §§21000-21177) and State CEQA Guidelines 
§15063 requirements. 
 
The Modified Project IS/MND and supporting documentation were made available for public 
review pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15070. The Modified Project’s public review 
period will begin September 18, 2020 and end on October 7, 2020. The Modified Project 
IS/MND and supporting documentation were made available for public review at the following 
locations: 
 

• City of El Monte Website: https://www.ci.el-monte.ca.us/262/Planning, and  
• City of El Monte, Planning Division, City Hall West, 11333 Valley Boulevard, El Monte, 

California 91731. 
 
The comment letters received during the initial public review period (i.e., February 11, 2020 
and ended on March 2, 2020) are listed below and provided at the end of this Memorandum.  
 
Letter No / Author / Date 

 
1. Brian Dror, CPA, Barak, Richter & Dror, CPAs, February 18, 2020 
2. Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians/Kizh Nation, February 18, 2020 
3. Renee Purdy, Executive Officer, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

March 2, 2020 
4. Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist, Facilities Planning Department, 

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, March 2, 2020 
5. Ronald M. Durbin, Chief. Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau, County of 

Los Angeles Fire Department, March 10, 2020 
6. Patrick A. Hennessey, Palmieri Hennessey & Leifer, LLP, March 12, 2020  (submitted 

again September 10, 2020) 
7. Community Outreach Meeting February 26, 2020 Comments 
8. Community Outreach Meeting July 8, 2020 Comments 

 
Although CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to prepare 
responses to comments raised regarding an IS/MND, as contrasted with the requirement to 
prepare responses to comments on a Draft Environmental Impact Report (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088), the City has elected to prepare the following written responses in the 

https://www.ci.el-monte.ca.us/262/Planning
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spirit and with the intent of conducting a comprehensive and meaningful evaluation of the 
proposed Project. The number designations in the responses correlate with the comment 
letters.  
 
Comments received by the City prior to the commencement of the public review period 
indicated above pertain to the City’s elective public circulation of information pertaining to the 
Original Project. The City has also elected to respond to such comments as the Modified 
Project proposes the same footprint (i.e., Project site limits) and land use, as the Original 
Project. Therefore, the responses presented below remain relevant to the Modified Project, 
and include Modified Project-specific data only where necessary. It is also noted, a 
comparative analysis was conducted to analyze whether the Modified Project would result in 
any new or substantially greater impacts, as compared to those identified in the IS/MND for 
the Original Project; see Attachment B: KB Home Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue 
Modified Project Environmental Analysis (Environmental Analysis). As concluded in the 
Environmental Analysis, the Modified Project would lessen environmental impacts, as 
compared to the Original Project. Further, the Modified Project would not result in any new or 
substantially greater impacts, as compared to those identified in the IS/MND for the Original 
Project. 
 
Text changes in the responses presented below are intended to clarify or correct information 
in the IS/MND as initiated by the Lead Agency staff or due to comments raised during the prior 
to or during the public review period. Revisions to the IS/MND are presented as excerpts, with 
deleted text indicated as strikeout (example) and added/modified text indicated as double 
underline (example). 
 
 
Deleted IS/MND text Added IS/MND text 
 

 
It is noted, none of the corrections or clarifications to the IS/MND identified in this document 
constitute “significant new information” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. They 
do not involve changes in the Project or environmental setting, or significant additional data. 
They do not result in any new or substantially greater environmental impacts, as compared to 
those identified in the IS/MND. Moreover, the revisions do not affect the IS/MND’s overall 
conclusions. 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 
Brian Dror, CPA 
Barak, Richter & Dror, CPAs 
February 18, 2020 
 
1-1 This comment is introductory and communicates the author’s role as representatives 

of a neighboring property owner (Client). This comment does not address the 
IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
1-2 This comment outlines the concerns of the property owner at 3620 Cypress Avenue, 

El Monte, as presented by their accountants and representatives. The property owner 
is concerned that Project implementation would result in adverse effects on their 
property including the following: 

 
• Negative impact on operations and business;  
• Undue burden on the Commenter’s right to park on the Project site; and 
• Inadequate consideration of potential significant environmental effects.  

 
The “right to park on the Project site” is not a CEQA issue. As such, no further response 
is necessary. However, the Project Applicant has redesigned the Project such that the 
commenter’s two affected off-street parking spaces along the shared property line 
would not impacted. The Project Applicant is also proposing to grant an easement to 
allow the aforementioned parking spaces to encroach onto the property line.  
 
While the comments that the Project would have a “negative impact on operations and 
business” and that the IS/MND included “inadequate consideration of potential 
significant environmental effects” lack specificity, the IS/MND does evaluate the 
Project’s short-term construction and long-term operational environmental impacts, 
including on adjacent properties. A summary of relevant findings is presented below. 
Concerning the Modified Project, as concluded in the Environmental Analysis, the 
Modified Project would lessen environmental impacts, as compared to the Original 
Project. 
 
Air Quality: The Project’s potential impacts concerning air quality are addressed in 
IS/MND Section 4.3. 
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The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are the multi-family residential 
dwellings located approximately 20 feet (6.1 meters) north of the Project site along 
Cypress Avenue. An industrial use occupies the property subject of this comment 
letter- industrial uses are not considered sensitive receptors.  
 
As concluded in the IS/MND, the Project would result in less than significant air quality 
impacts for the following thresholds: 

 
• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; see 

IS/MND Response 4.3a, page 40. 
• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State 
ambient air quality standard; see IS/MND Response 4.3b, page 42. 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; see IS/MND 
Response 4.3c, page 46. 

• Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people; see IS/MND Response 4.3d, page 54. 

 
Additionally, it is noted that the proposed Project would replace an existing industrial 
business park, which currently uses diesel vehicles (toxic air contaminant (TAC) 
sources) that idle on-site. With Project implementation, TAC emissions from the 
existing industrial business park would cease. 

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The Project’s potential impacts concerning greenhouse 
gas emissions are addressed in IS/MND Section 4.8.  

 
As concluded in the IS/MND, the Project would result in less than significant impacts 
concerning greenhouse gas emissions for the following thresholds: 

 
• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment; see IS/MND Response 4.8a, 
page 74. 

• Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases; see IS/MND Response 4.8b, 
page 77. 
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Noise: The Project’s potential noise impacts are addressed in IS/MND Section 4.13. 
 

The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the Project site are residential uses: single-
family residences adjoining the site to the north, south, east, and west; and multi-family 
residences adjoining the site to the north and east. An industrial use occupies the 
property subject of this comment letter- industrial uses are not considered noise 
sensitive receptors.  
 
As concluded in the IS/MND, the Project would result in less than significant noise 
impacts with mitigation incorporated for the following thresholds: 

 
• Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies; see IS/MND Response 4.13a, page 121. 

• Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or groundborne noise levels; 
see IS/MND Response 4.13b, page 126. 

 
It is also noted the Project proposes to replace the existing industrial business park 
with townhomes. Thus, the operational noise (stationary and traffic) associated with 
the existing industrial uses would cease and would be replaced with operational noise 
typical of residential uses.  

 
Transportation: The Project’s potential transportation impacts are addressed in 
IS/MND Section 4.17.  

 
As concluded in the IS/MND, the Project would result in less than significant impacts 
concerning transportation for the following thresholds: 

 
• Conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycles, and pedestrian facilities; see 
IS/MND Response 4.17a, page 135. 

• Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b); 
see IS/MND Response 4.17b, page 140. 

• Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (for example, farm 
equipment); see IS/MND Response 4.17c, page 140. 

• Result in inadequate emergency access; see IS/MND Response 4.17d, page 
140. 
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Concerning the Modified Project, as concluded in the Environmental Analysis, the 
Modified Project would generate 16% fewer average daily trips.  
 
Adverse impacts concerning the above resource areas could collectively generate 
incompatibilities with adjacent uses. However, as concluded above, the Project would 
result in less than significant impacts concerning air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, noise, and transportation. Thus, land use incompatibilities would not be 
generated. Further, the proposed Project would be subject to review through the City’s 
entitlement review process to ensure compliance with all relevant El Monte Municipal 
Code (EMMC) standards. 
 
The commenter also requested a meeting with the City to discuss these concerns. The 
meeting was held on February 24, 2020. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
February 18, 2020 
 
2-1 This comment states that the tribe requests the retention of a Native American Tribal 

Consultant to monitor all ground disturbing activities conducted for the proposed 
Project. Mitigation Measure TCR-1 requires that the Project Applicant retain a Tribal 
monitor and that they be present on the site during the construction phases that 
involve the following on-site ground-disturbing activities: grading, excavation, and 
trenching; see IS/MND page 143. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 
Renee Purdy, Executive Officer 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
March 2, 2020 
 
3-1 This comment introduces the California Regional Water Quality Control  

Board, Los Angeles Region’s (Regional Board) comment to the Original Project’s 
Notice of Intent and summarizes the proposed Project. This comment does not 
address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, 
no further response is necessary. However, it is noted that in addition to demolition of 
existing onsite structures and construction of new townhomes, the Project also 
includes remediation of existing environmental conditions and a Project design feature 
(i.e., vapor barriers beneath the proposed residential) to proactively mitigate any 
potential vapor intrusion.  

3-2 This comment states that properties located within the Project area were under 
Regional Board oversight for assessment and cleanup of contamination from historical 
industrial operations. The author provides details of five sites that were closed between 
1990 and 1997, and notes that since then, additional information regarding potential 
threats posed by vapor intrusion from contaminants present at this site has become 
available.  

 
The IS/MND (page 89) acknowledges the Project site has been assessed under the 
Regional Board’s previous oversight. Those assessments resulted in Jayar 
Manufacturing Company (3700 Cypress Avenue) obtaining a no further action (NFA) 
letter from the Regional Board dated November 16, 1990 with an additional NFA letter 
dated February 21, 1997.  

 
3-3 The comment notes that the site is contaminated with VOCs due to waste discharges 

from historical industrial operations. The IS/MND (pages 89-91) acknowledges this 
contamination. It is also noted that historical remedial activities indicate that VOC 
impacted soil was removed and the Regional Board submitted an NFA letter to the 
property.  

 
3-4  This comment notes that the Project site is contaminated with VOCs, Chloroform, and 

petroleum hydrocarbons. The IS/MND (pages 89-91) acknowledges this 
contamination. The Project would include remediation of this limited contamination, 
and would include the design, installation, and operation of a vapor intrusion mitigation 
system (VIMS); see MM HAZ-1.  
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3-5 The comment notes that soil vapor data collected from the properties indicate the VOC 
vapor plume beneath the property poses a potential risk to future residents via a vapor 
intrusion pathway. The IS/MND acknowledges the presence of VOCs in soil vapor, 
which are the result of shallow soil contamination and not a regional vapor plume. 
Subsequent to remediation of the contaminated soils, the Project would include a post 
remediation soil vapor assessment (i.e., a Vapor Intrusion Human Health Risk 
Assessment (VIHHRA)), and VIMS design, installation, and operation to mitigate 
potential vapor intrusion. 

 
3-6 This comment reiterates the IS/MNDs findings (page 89) that laboratory results found 

VOC concentrations that exceed the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs). 

 
3-7  This comment relates to the IS/MND’s proposed mitigation to install vapor barriers 

beneath the proposed residential to mitigate potential vapor intrusion. This comment 
also notes that vapor barriers can be susceptible to accidental damage and therefore 
may require long-term soil vapor and indoor air monitoring under agency oversight to 
evaluate their effectiveness.  

 
MM HAZ-1 requires that a VIHHRA be performed to verify that vapor barriers with 
passive vents are necessary for the new residential development; see MM HAZ-1. The 
VIHHRA would analyze soil vapor data collected at the Project site to determine the 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) levels based on the site’s future residential 
use. Although the VIHHRA would provide the final recommendations indicating 
whether vapor barriers are necessary, as a precautionary measure, the Project 
proposes a VIMS system in the form of a passive barrier beneath the slabs of each 
dwelling. A long-term soil vapor monitoring plan would be prepared if elevated RME 
levels dictate the necessity for such plan based on VIHHRA findings. The Los Angeles 
County Fire Department (LACFD) or Regional Board will provide the necessary 
oversight during the site remediation process. Measures would be implemented, as 
necessary, based on the property’s condition after the soils have been remediated. 
 
To clarify agency oversight and VIHHRA requirements, IS/MND MM HAZ-1 (IS/MND 
page 93) is revised as follows: 
 
 
MM HAZ-1 Vapor Intrusion Human Health Risk Assessment (VIHHRA). Prior 
to Grading Permit issuance, under Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) 
or California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional 



Page 11 

kimley-horn.com 765 The City Drive, Suite 200, Orange, CA 92868 714-939-1030 
 

Board) oversight, a VIHHRA shall be completed by a qualified toxicologist to 
determine if verify that vapor barriers with passive vents are required for the new 
residential development in the following three areas of the property (although the 
Project proposes a vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS) in the form of a passive 
barrier beneath the slabs of each dwelling): 

 
• At soil vapor sample SV-2-15’ located near the sump/clarifiers and 

associated trenching at 11312 Orchard, Unit B. 
• At soil vapor sample SV-11-5’ located near the storm water vault in the 

southern corner of the Property. 
• At soil vapor sample SV-6-15’ located in the parking lot area of 11308 

Orchard.  
 
The Homeowner’s Association (HOA) shall be responsible for the VIMS. The 
VIHHRA shall analyze soil vapor data collected at the Project site to evaluate a 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) level scenario on a point-by-point bases 
under the proposed future Project site, as a residential use. The VIHHRA shall 
determine the Ffinal recommendations for design, installation, and operation of a 
vapor intrusion mitigation system (VIMS), if required, and which may be in the form 
of vapor barriers with passive vents shall be determined by the VIHHRA. A long-
term soil vapor monitoring plan shall be prepared if elevated RME levels dictate the 
necessity for such a plan, based on VIHHRA findings. If long-term soil vapor 
monitoring is deemed necessary, the HOA shall be responsible.    
 

 

3-8  This comment asserts that the IS/MND is internally inconsistent concerning the 
following threshold: 

Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly? 

 
This comment also suggests that the IS/MND be revised (that the “less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated” box be checked) to reflect that the proposed Project 
would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings because of the presence of 
VOCs beneath the property.  However, the commenter’s assertion is incorrect and 
reflects a misunderstanding of this threshold’s objective, which is to communicate the 
need for preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This is evidenced by 
State CEQA Guidelines §15065 - Mandatory Findings of Significance, which states 
the following: 
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(a) A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project 
where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that any of 
the following conditions may occur: .……. 

 
(4) The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
 

Thus, “substantial” in this context is a significant effect on the environment such that it 
would require preparation of an EIR. Moreover, under the above threshold, the 
question asked is whether a project would affect the environment, in contrast with the 
environment affecting a project (i.e., humans). The presence of VOCs beneath the 
property is an existing environmental baseline condition. Agencies subject to CEQA 
are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a 
project’s future users or residents. But when a proposed project exacerbates those 
existing environmental hazards/conditions, an agency must analyze the potential 
impact of such hazards/conditions on future residents or users. The proposed Project 
would not increase onsite contamination or exacerbate existing conditions concerning 
the presence of VOCs beneath the property. Notwithstanding, IS/MND Section 4.9: 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, addresses potential vapor intrusion and 
recommends mitigation (see MM HAZ-1) to reduce potential impacts to less than 
significant.  
 
To clarify any potential inconsistency, IS/MND page 154 is revised, as follows: 
 
 
Less Than Significant Impact. Concerning Mandatory Findings of Significance, 
State CEQA Guidelines §15065 states that “a lead agency shall find that a project 
may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR 
[Environmental Impact Report] to be prepared for the project where there is 
substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that ……… the environmental 
effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly.” Thus, “substantial” in this context is a significant effect on the 
environment such that preparation of an EIR would be required. 
 
As discussed in this Initial Study, the proposed Project would have no potentially 
significant impacts. Mitigation measures would be imposed upon the Project. The 
Project would not cause a significant effect on the environment that would result in 
substantial adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly, such that 



Page 13 

kimley-horn.com 765 The City Drive, Suite 200, Orange, CA 92868 714-939-1030 
 

preparation of an EIR would be required. Therefore, impacts concerning adverse 
effects on human beings would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 
required.  
 
See Sections 4.7, 4.9, and 4.13, which address potential impacts to humans 
concerning geology and soils, hazardous materials, and noise, respectively.  
 

 
3-9 In this comment, the Regional Board requests that the proposed mitigation measures 

include requirements to ensure protection of human health. As discussed in Response 
to Comment 3-7 above, the IS/MND includes MM HAZ-1, which requires Regional 
Board or LACFD oversight, a VIHHRA, and a VIMS.  

 
3-10 This comment notes that Project review through the City’s permit approval process 

should ensure that the Project Proponent addresses each of the concerns raised in 
the comment letter. Comment is so noted. As discussed in Response to Comment 3-
7 above, the IS/MND includes MM HAZ-1, which addresses the comment letter’s 
concerns, and also requires Regional Board or LACFD oversight. Additionally, CEQA 
requires that all public agencies establish monitoring and/or reporting procedures for 
mitigation adopted as conditions of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental impacts. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has 
been developed for the Project to provide a vehicle by which to monitor mitigation 
measures (MMs) outlined in the IS/MND.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 
Adriana Raza, Customer Service Specialist 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Facilities Planning Department 
March 2, 2020 
 
4-1 This comment introduces the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s (LACSD) 

response to the Project’s Notice of Intent. This comment does not address the 
IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

4-2 This comment corrects the Project’s wastewater generation. To clarify the Modified 
Project’s wastewater generation, IS/MND page 148 is revised as follows:  

 
The Project’s wastewater would discharge to the City’s local sanitary sewer line for 
conveyance to LACSD’s 18.0-inch diameter Potrero Avenue Trunk Sewer, located in 
Marybeth Avenue at Whitmore Street. The Project proposes two sewer connections at the 
Project site’s southern portion along Iris Lane. No off-site wastewater improvements are 
proposed/required. The Project’s wastewater flow is estimated at 156 195 GPD/DU, for a total 
of 17,760 20,085 GPD (0.03 cfs). 
  

4-3 This comment corrects the Project’s wastewater treatment. To clarify the Project’s 
wastewater treatment, IS/MND page 149 is revised as follows:  

 
The wastewater generated by the proposed Project would be treated at  LACSD’s Joint Water 
Pollution Control Plant located in the City of Carson. The Plant has a capacity of 400 mgd 
and currently produces an average recycled water flow of 254.6 mgd. The Project would 
generate approximately 0.027 cfs (17,760 GPD).  the Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation 
Plant (WNRP) located in the City of South El Monte. The WNRP has a capacity of 15 million 
gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes an average flow of 9.1 mgd. The Project would 
generate approximately 0.03 cfs (20,085 GPD). 
 

 
4-4 This comment states that all other information in the IS/MND regarding LACSD’s 

facilities and services is correct and provides contact information for the comment 
author. This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 
Ronald M. Durbin, Chief 
Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department  
March 10, 2020 
 
5-1 This comment introduces the County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s response to 

the Project’s Notice of Intent and identifies which Divisions reviewed the IS/MND. This 
comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 

5-2 This comment states that the Planning Division has no comments on the IS/MND and 
provides contact information for further communication. This comment does not 
address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

5-3 This comment provides the Land Development Unit’s comments on the IS/MND and 
Tentative Tract Map 82797. The comment outlines requirements pertaining to the Final 
Map, Fire Department Access, Water Systems, and High Village Transmission Lines 
that serve as “Conditions of Approval” for the project. The comment provides contact 
information for further communication. This comment does not address the IS/MND’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

5-4 This comment provides the Forestry Division’s comments on the IS/MND and details 
the Division’s responsibilities within the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The 
comment summarizes the County’s Oak Tree Ordinance and details that a permit is 
required for any impacts on any tree of the Oak genus, which is 25 inches or more in 
circumference. The comment notes that field studies should be conducted if Oak trees 
are known to exist in the project area and provides contact information for further 
communication. It is noted, no Oak tree exists within the Project site. This comment 
does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. 
As such, no further response is necessary. 

5-5 This comment provides the Health and Hazardous Materials Division’s (HHMD) 
comments on the IS/MND and details the Division’s responsibilities within the County 
of Los Angeles Fire Department. The comment identifies HHMD as the lead 
environmental agency responsible for overseeing environmental concerns at the 
Project site, if applicable. The comment provides contact information for further 
communication with HHMD. This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy 
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or raise a significant environmental issue. Moreover, as noted in Responses to 
Comment Letter 3 above, LACFD or Regional Board will provide the necessary 
oversight. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 
Patrick A. Hennessey 
Palmieri Hennessey & Leifer, LLP 
March 12, 2020 (submitted again September 10, 2020) 
 

6-1 The commenter’s opinions are noted. Responses to specific comments are provided 
below. 

6-2 “There is a ‘Fair Argument’ that the Proposed Project May Result in Significant 
Environmental Impacts Such That an EIR Should be Prepared” 

 CEQA requires that a fair argument be based on substantial evidence. Substantial 
evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert 
opinion support by facts. The commenter’s letter does not present any substantial 
evidence to dispute the IS/MND findings. “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of 
social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence” (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15384). The arguments set forth in the commenter’s letter are not based 
on substantial evidence and are speculative. Speculation does not support a fair 
argument finding.  

 As addressed below in responses to the commenter’s subsequent comments, the 
IS/MND analysis is based on substantial evidence supported by fact. Each 
Environmental Checklist environmental topic has been addressed, the methodology 
and references to support the findings provided, and Project-specific measures 
provided, where needed, to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. 

6-3 “The Proposed City Actions Constitute Bad Land Use and Planning” 

 The commenter’s assertion that City’s consideration of a zone change on the Project 
site is spot zoning is incorrect and reflects a misunderstanding of the concept of spot 
zoning. “Spot zoning” rezones a parcel to give it “fewer or greater rights” than 
surrounding parcels. There is no evidence in the comment or record that any 
neighboring parcels sought and were denied the same intensity of use proposed by 
the Project. Spot zoning is irrelevant to the Project. The Project Applicant is requesting 
an El Monte General Plan (EMGP) amendment changing the Project site’s land use 
designation. El Monte is not a charter city and therefore consistency between the 
General Plan and Zoning ordinance is required (Government Code §65860). 
Therefore, the City will consider both a General Plan amendment and zone change for 
the Project. 
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 Concerning the commenter’s assertions regarding land use compatibility, the 
commenter speculates that future residents will complain about existing manufacturing 
uses. The commenter provides no evidence to support this opinion. “Argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate 
or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or 
are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence. 
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (CEQA §21082.2(c)). 

 The commenter makes three references to the Project site being in City’s “historically 
heavy industrial/manufacturing district” and “historic industrial use areas.” The 
commenter is referred to IS/MND pages 15-17 and Exhibit 2-4, which indicate the 
Project site is currently developed with warehouse/light industrial, office, and 
commercial uses, and that warehouse/manufacturing uses are adjacent and proximate 
to the L-shaped Project site. However, the commenter fails to note that the Project site 
is bordered by single-family residences to the east and south. The Project site’s 
northern portion (long leg of the “L”) is bordered by single-family residences to the 
west along Orchard Street. The Project site’s northern portion (short leg of the “L”) is 
bordered by a multi-family apartment building. Further, there are existing single-family 
residences west of Cypress Avenue (north of Kauffman Street). Therefore, except the 
property at 3620 Cypress Avenue and the City of El Monte Transportation Services 
Yard at 3629 Cypress Avenue, the proposed residential development would be 
bordered by existing single- and multi-family residential uses. It is also noted that the 
City is proposing to construct a 2.3-acre neighborhood park (Cypress Park) on the 
City’s Transportation Services Yard property. While the area may have been 
historically industrial, it is not an accurate characterization of the current area. 

 Concerning the comment that the influx of an estimated 4231 new residents into a 
historically heavy industrial district of the City with little to no open space and common 
areas is noted and addressed in the IS/MND. As discussed in IS/MND Section 4.16: 
Recreation, the Project would create a demand for approximately 1.3 acres of 
parkland. Additionally, the Project’s forecast population growth could also 
incrementally increase the use of existing recreational facilities, potentially 
accelerating their deterioration. EMMC Chapter 16.34 requires dedication of land, pay 
fees in lieu thereof, or pay and dedicate a combination of both for park and/or 
recreational purposes. City Council Ordinance No. 2663 establishes the standards for 
land dedication or in lieu fees. Following compliance with EMMC Chapter 16.34 and 

 
 

1 The Modified Project’s forecast population growth would be approximately 423 persons. 
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City Council Ordinance No. 2663, the Project would result in a less than significant 
impact to recreational facilities, and no mitigation is required..  

 Concerning open space and recreational opportunities, the Project proposes 
approximately 54,600 SF of onsite open space, including private and common open 
space, usable common open space, landscaped common open space, walkways, 
community trails, a tot lot, and exercise equipment. Concerning the Modified Project, 
54,600 SF of open space are proposed. As a part of the Project Applicant’s requested 
discretionary approvals and as addressed in the IS/MND, the Project Applicant has 
requested a Variance because the Project does not meet the private and common 
open space requirements. EMMC Chapter 16.34 and City Council Ordinance No. 2663 
establish the standards and requirements for dedication of land, payment of in-lieu 
fees, and a combination thereof for park and recreational purposes. The Project would 
comply with these requirements, which are intended to address the provision of 
parkland commensurate with demands generated by new developments. As 
concluded in IS/MND page 134, following compliance with EMMC Chapter 16.34 and 
City Council Ordinance No. 2663, the Project would result in a less than significant 
impact to recreational facilities, and no mitigation is required. 

 Additionally, as noted in the IS/MND, the City is proposing a 2.3-acre neighborhood 
park (Cypress Park) at the City of El Monte Transportation Yard property, immediately 
west of the Project site. As of this writing, park construction is contingent upon funding 
and compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling replacement factors, and park completion 
is estimated to occur in approximately two years (i.e., 2022),2 prior to Project 
completion (i.e., 2024). 

6-4 Project Alternatives 

The comment incorrectly references the State CEQA Guidelines. State CEQA 
Guidelines §15126(a-f) applies to Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) not to the 
Negative Declaration process. Because the comment is not relevant to the Project, no 
further response is required. 

  

 
 

2 Nancy Lee, Personal Communication - Email, March 24, 2020. 
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6-5 Transportation/Traffic 

 The commenter alleges that the traffic analysis relies on a flawed methodology, is 
incomplete because it does not analyze area intersections, and defers mitigation. The 
comment provides no evidence to support any of these speculative statements. In 
contrast, the IS/MND (pages 135-137) clearly and concisely describes the traffic 
analysis assumptions and methodology and details the trip generation assumptions, 
which are based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 10th Edition and 
the Los Angeles County Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines (LAC Guidelines). 
The LAC Guidelines identify a higher trip generation rate than the ITE rate for 
condominiums/townhomes. Therefore, ITE was used for non-residential existing land 
uses and the LAC Guidelines were used for the proposed Project. As addressed in the 
IS/MND, in accordance with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management 
Program, El Monte generally uses a project trip contribution threshold of 50 peak hour 
trips for determining the need to prepare a full traffic impact analysis and identify study 
area intersections. Because the Project is forecast to generate fewer than 50 net new 
peak hour trips, based on the City’s guidance, further traffic analysis was not required. 
Further, as noted in the IS/MND, the City conducted a third-party review of the 
Project’s traffic analysis. The third-party review concluded the traffic analysis “presents 
a fair and reasonable comparison of the existing land use trip generation versus the 
trip generation for the proposed use” and “unless there are other extenuating 
circumstances that would warrant further analysis, it is recommended that the 
technical memorandum be accepted as presented and the Project be allowed to 
proceed without further traffic analysis.” 

 Concerning vehicle miles travelled (VMT), State CEQA Guidelines §15064.3 codifies 
the change from Level of Service to VMT as a metric for transportation impact analysis. 
Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, VMT analysis is the primary method for determining 
CEQA impacts. Jurisdictions were not required to adopt VMT as a significant impact 
determination until July 1, 2020. The City of El Monte adopted Resolution No. 10172, 
which adopted a VMT baseline and thresholds of significance for purposes of 
analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA.  

 Resolution No. 10172 Exhibit B includes three screening options (i.e., “screening 
thresholds”) to quickly identify when a project should be expected to cause a less than 
significant impact without conducting a detailed study. Thus, a project could screen 
out VMT impacts by land use and size, whether a project site is in a low VMT area, 
and by proximity to a transit priority area (“TPA”). The proposed Project is analyzed 
below concerning these three screening options. 
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By Use. The Modified Project would generate approximately 298 ADT (see IS/MND 
Table 4.17-3), which would exceed the 110 daily trip screening threshold. As such, the 
Project was not screened under this criterion from conducting further VMT analysis.  

By VMT Area. The City’s Residential Home-Based VMT per Capita Map depicts areas 
in the City that have a VMT of at least 15 percent below the baseline, thus, are 
presumed to have a less than significant impact. The Project site is located in such an 
area; therefore, the Project is screened from further VMT analysis. 

By Proximity to Transit. Areas within 0.5-mile radius of existing or planned major transit 
stops or existing stops along a high quality transit corridor are presumed to have a less 
than significant impact. For El Monte, such Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) currently 
include the El Monte Bus Station, El Monte Metrolink Station, and most of the Garvey 
Avenue Corridor. The City’s Transit Priority Area Map depicts the City’s TPAs and 
indicates the Project site is located within 0.5-mile radius of the El Monte Metrolink 
Station, located at 10925 Railroad Street, El Monte. As such, the Project is screened 
from further VMT analysis. It is also noted, the Project site is located within 
approximately 500 feet of Foothill Transit and LA Metro bus stops along Ramona 
Boulevard.  

Based on VMT Area and Proximity to Transit screening, the Project would result in a 
less than significant transportation impact concerning VMT. Therefore, the Project 
would not conflict with State CEQA Guidelines §15064.3(b). A less than significant 
impact would occur in this regard, and no mitigation is required.Concerning pedestrian 
and bicycle movement, the commenter does not state how the Project would 
purportedly impact pedestrian or bicycle traffic. There are sidewalks along Orchard 
Street, Cypress Avenue, and Iris Lane. As addressed in IS/MND pages 139 and 140, 
sidewalks on Iris Lane and Orchard Street would be realigned but would continue to 
be provided. Concerning bicycle facilities, there are no designated bike lanes adjacent 
to the Project site. As noted in the Initial Study, Ramona Boulevard is a designated 
Class III bike route. The Project would not preclude the continued use of this bike 
route. Therefore, the commenter’s opinions are not based on substantial evidence. 

The commenter provides no evidence that the Project would cause significant traffic 
delays during construction. As addressed in the IS/MND, the Project does not require 
the full lane closure of any public or private roads during construction. Access to 
existing roadways would not be impeded.  

Further, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the following City 
requirements pertaining to traffic construction management: 
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• A truck/traffic construction management plan is required for this project 
pursuant to the Department of Transportation. All construction traffic regarding 
the movement of heavy equipment and graded materials are limited to off peak 
hours. This plan shall be approved prior to the issuance of Building Permits. 
 

• Prior to the commencement of construction on the site, the developer shall 
schedule a pre-construction meeting between the general superintendent or 
field representative and the Planning Division to discuss the approved plans 
and construction requirements. 
 

• The developer and project construction manager shall be required to work with 
City Staff to identify all public and private schools within a 1000-foot radius from 
the project site. The applicant/construction manager shall be required to 
contact all identified schools to notify the principal of the school about the 
proposed project, construction periods, and planned trucking routes, and to 
coordinate trucking activities to and from the site. All project sites located within 
this specified radius shall be required to maintain one onsite flag personnel to 
direct trucking activities coming to and leaving the site during specific delivery 
times as designated by the Community and Economic Development Director  
The applicant shall be required to submit to the Planning Division a written 
letter showing evidence that this condition has been satisfied prior to issuance 
of a building permit.  
 

• During the construction process all related activities, including but not limited 
to, loading, unloading, storage of equipment and materials, and parking of 
employee vehicles are prohibited within the public R.O.W. All such activities 
shall be conducted only on the project site and not in the public R.O.W. 

 
6-6 Parking 

 The commenter has not provided evidence as to how the Project would cause impacts 
associated with the requested reduction in the number of parking spaces per 
residential unit. No substantial evidence has been provided that the reduction would 
cause traffic congestion.  

6-7 Noise and Vibration 

 The commenter’s opinions are not based on factual evidence. The comment states 
that the IS/MND does not include a baseline analysis. This is incorrect and the 
commenter is directed to IS/MND page 118, including Table 4.13-1: Existing Noise 
Measurements, and Appendix I Figure 3, which depicts the noise measurement 
locations. Contrary to the commenter’s unsupported statements, the analysis 
addresses the Project’s construction and operational noise. The Project’s operational 
noise sources include stationary sources (e.g., heating, ventilation, and air 
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conditioning equipment) and mobile sources (i.e., vehicular traffic). Refer to Response 
to Comment 6-5 above regarding the third-party review of the traffic analysis, which 
found that it “presents a fair and reasonable comparison of the existing land use trip 
generation versus the trip generation for the proposed use” and “unless there are other 
extenuating circumstances that would warrant further analysis, it is recommended that 
the technical memorandum be accepted as presented and the Project be allowed to 
proceed without further traffic analysis.” The traffic assumptions used in the noise 
analysis are based on substantial evidence. 

 The Project’s noise and vibration effects were evaluated against the EMGP 
significance criteria regarding noise and land use compatibility, and EMMC regarding 
allowable noise standards. The IS/MND states that based on both 24‐hour sound 
measurements and noise modeling, the proposed on‐site noise‐sensitive residences 
would be exposed to a conditionally acceptable exterior noise level, which requires 
that noise insulation features be incorporated into Project design consistent with Title 
24 interior noise standards. As identified in the IS/MND, the Project requires the 
construction of a six-foot-high perimeter wall along the Project site’s southern and 
southeastern boundaries to mitigate exterior noise levels to a less than significant 
level. 

6-8 No Reference or Analysis of the Resultant Displacements 

 The Project does not require preparation of a Relocation Plan. The property is being 
purchased by a private developer not a public entity. The referenced Code of 
Regulations section is not applicable to the Project. Additionally, the Project Applicant 
has redesigned the Project such that the two affected off-street parking spaces along 
the shared property line are not impacted. The Project Applicant also proposes to grant 
an easement to allow the parking spaces to encroach onto the property line. 

 The commenter suggests that mitigation is being deferred because Project impacts 
were not addressed, but provides no evidence to support this opinion. Concerning the 
Project’s construction and operational traffic, noise, and air quality impacts, the 
commenter is referred to the respective IS/MND technical analyses. Concerning 
parking, see Response to Comment 6-6 above. Where a significant impact has been 
identified, mitigation has been identified. 

6-9 Air Quality 

The commenter provides no evidence to support their opinion that the Project would 
have significant unavoidable construction-related air quality impacts. Contrary to the 
commenter’s speculation, the IS/MND includes technical documentation to support the 
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conclusion that impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. As addressed 
in the IS/MND, the Project’s construction-related emissions were calculated using the 
California Air Resources Board approved CalEEMod (California Emissions Estimator 
Model) computer program, as recommended by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD). Worst-case seasonal maximum daily emissions 
were reported. All criteria pollutant emissions would remain below their respective 
SCAQMD thresholds with implementation of required SCAQMD Rule 403 (fugitive 
dust control). As identified in the IS/MND, the Project would also be required to comply 
with SCAQMD Rules 402, 403, and 1113. Impacts would be less than significant. 

6-10 Inadequate Greenhouse Gas Analysis and Mitigation 

The commenter provides no evidence to support their opinion that the Project would 
significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emission impacts during construction. The 
commenter also misrepresents the GHG analysis, which does not state that the Project 
would have substantial GHG emissions. 

Concerning GHG emissions during construction, once construction is complete, the 
generation of these GHG emissions would cease. The SCAQMD recommends that 
construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year Project lifetime (South Coast Air 
Quality Management District, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold 
Stakeholder Working Group #13, August 26, 2009). Therefore, the Project’s 
construction GHG emissions have been quantified and amortized over 30 years. The 
amortized construction emissions are added to the annual average operational 
emissions consistent with SCAQMD recommendations. 

6-11 Improper Baseline Analysis 

 The commenter alleges the IS/MND improperly concludes less than significant 
impacts based on future development assumptions in the City’s General Plan. 
However, IS/MND page 4 presents the City’s forecast population growth.  

Further, IS/MND Responses 4.11b and 4.14a discuss future development capacity 
based on the site’s zoning, which implements the EMGP. As discussed in the IS/MND, 
the Project site is zoned M-2 Zone (4.503 acres) and R-3 Zone (0.734 acres). Based 
on existing zoning, the Project site’s maximum development capacity is approximately 
196,151 SF of industrial uses and approximately ten DUs. The Original Project 
proposes a residential community consisting of 110 townhome DUs at a density of 
21.57 DU/net AC (103 DUs at a density of 19.67 DU/net AC for the Modified Project), 
which would exceed the Project site’s allowable housing and resultant population 
growth, based on existing zoning. However, the Project’s forecast population growth 
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would increase the City’s existing population of approximately 117,204 persons by less 
than one percent. The Project would comply with EMGP Policy H-2.1 Housing Sites, 
which aims to provide adequate sites through land use, zoning, and specific plan 
designations to allow single-family homes, apartments, mobile homes, and special 
needs housing. Additionally, the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
for the 2014‐2021 planning period identifies the City’s future housing need of 2,142 
units- the Project would contribute toward the City’s future housing need for the 2014‐
2021 planning period. Finally, SCAG has developed growth forecasts for individual 
cities and counties, which is included in the 2016‐2040 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies. El Monte’s population is forecast to 
increase to 137,200 persons and 34,700 households by 2040.3 Inclusive of the 
Modified Project, the City’s existing housing stock (29,544 DUs) would total 
approximately 29,691 DUs, and the City’s existing population (117,204 persons) would 
total approximately 117,098 persons (the Modified Project would result in six percent 
less population growth (29 fewer persons) than the Original Project). Because Project 
implementation would not cause SCAG’s 2040 household and population forecasts to 
be exceeded, the IS/MND properly concludes less than significant impacts based on 
the EMGP’s future development assumptions. 

6-12 The Notice and Manner of Notice for the MND is Deficient Thereby Invalidating the 
Statutory Comment Period 

The City disagrees with the commenter’s opinions. The commenter has not raised 
issues that would render the IS/MND deficient or require preparation of an EIR. It is 
further noted, as discussed above in Section 1.0: Introduction, in addition to the 
original public review period, which occurred February 11, 2020 through March 2, 
2020, the Modified Project IS/MND and supporting documentation were also made 
available for public review September 18, 2020 through October 7, 2020.  

6-13 Objection Letter is Timely 

 The comment is noted. No further response is required. 

6-14 Conclusion 

The City disagrees with the commenter’s opinions. The commenter has not raised 
issues that would render the IS/MND deficient or require preparation of an EIR.  

 
 

3 California Department of Finance. (2019). E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, 
and the State, 2011-2019 with 2010 Census Benchmark. 
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SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY OUTREACH MEETING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
LETTER/ITEM 7  
February 26, 2020 
 

7-1 Comment: Inadequate public hearing notice – radius (300’) was too small, on-site 
property postings were small, multiple people who owned/lived at the same address 
did not receive individual notices. 

State CEQA Guidelines §15202, Public Hearings, specifies that CEQA does not 
require formal hearings at any stage of the environmental review process. Public 
comments may be restricted to written communication. Notwithstanding, two 
community outreach meetings were held for the Project (i.e., February 26, 2020 and 
July 8, 2020). After the February 26, 2020 Community Outreach meeting, City staff 
increased the mailing boundaries beyond the requirements and included a notice that 
went out to the “occupant” (in addition to the relevant property owners) within the 
statutory hearing radius) and sent notices to members of the community who had 
provided their address at the outreach meeting. Further, notice of these meetings was 
given in a timely manner, and in the same form and time as notice for the City’s other 
regularly conducted public hearings, in compliance with state law. 

 
7-2 Comment: Traffic – the area is already congested as it is. Speeding vehicles.  

Section 4.17: Transportation addresses the Project’s potential impacts concerning 
traffic and concludes the Project would result in a less than significant impact. Also 
see Response to Comment 1-2 above. 

 
7-3 Comment: Crime – Graffiti, drug dealing, weapons. Lack of response by Police. 

This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue, as crime is not a CEQA issue. See ISMND page 131, Impact 
4.15b, for an analysis of the Project’s potential impacts concerning police protection.  
 
Further, City staff reached out to the City of El Monte Chief of Police David Reynoso 
concerning the neighborhood’s crime issues raised in this comment. It is the Chief’s 
assessment that the vacant industrial uses and property attract crime activity. It is 
anticipated that the new residential development would help minimize existing criminal 
activity in this area.   

 
7-4 Comment: On-street parking problems already exist. Parking should be evaluated in 

the evening when residents in the area are home. Parking problems would be 
intensified with the proposed development.   



Page 27 

kimley-horn.com 765 The City Drive, Suite 200, Orange, CA 92868 714-939-1030 
 

This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue, as parking is not a CEQA issue. Notwithstanding, IS/MND 
Section 2.4.5: Off-Street Parking and Access, addresses parking supply and 
demand: 

Based on EMMC §17.08.090 - Parking Requirements for Specific Land Uses, 
the Project’s parking demand would total 391 parking spaces, including 206 
resident spaces within garages. The Project proposes 269 parking spaces, 
including 206 resident spaces within garages, and 63 open off-street parking 
spaces, resulting in a 125-space deficit from EMMC requirements. Since the 
proposed parking does not meet the EMMC parking requirement;, the Project 
Applicant has requested approval of a Modification to reduce EMMC parking 
requirements. 
 

i. Off-street parking requirements by reducing guest parking 
requirements to 63 parking spaces, by allowing three parking stall and 
no out-let driveways to encroach within the front yard setback along 
Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue, and for enclosed parking stalls at 
19' x 20' (MOD 28-19), 
 

ii. Additional parking standards: To reduce the guest parking 
requirements to 0.46 (51/110) and allow one parking spot to encroach 
into front yard setback along Cypress Avenue (see EMMC §17.08.090 
below), 

 
Additionally, the KB Home Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue Project – Parking 
Requirements Study (Parking Study) (Kimley-Horn, March 9, 2020) was prepared to evaluate 
the City’s parking standards and compare these to surrounding jurisdictions. For a 
comparative analysis, the Parking Study presents national parking generation rates published 
by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and Urban Land Institute (ULI), as well as 
parking standards of neighboring cities, the County, and KB Home representative 
developments. Parking data was also collected at two representative El Monte residential 
developments (i.e., Union Walk and Solstice).  
 
The City’s parking requirements were compared with those of four neighboring cities (i.e., 
Arcadia, Montebello, Monterey Park, and Rosemead), the County (North El Monte), and 
representative KB Home developments.  
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The Parking Study evaluated the Original Project. The Original Project’s parking 
demand based on the City’s standard is 437 spaces, which equates to a parking ratio 
of approximately 4.0 spaces per DU. 

 
The Parking Study concluded: 

  
• The City’s required parking ratio is approximately four times the average ITE rate 

of 0.90 spaces per DU, and approximately two times the average ULI rate of 1.85 
spaces per DU. 

• The average of parking ratio of neighboring cities and the County (excluding KB 
Home developments) is 2.5 spaces per DU. The City’s required parking ratio 
(excluding KB Home developments) is on average 38% greater than that of 
neighboring cities and the County. 

• The average of parking ratio of neighboring cities, the County, and KB Home 
developments is 2.4 spaces per DU. The City’s required parking ratio is on average 
28% greater than that of neighboring cities, the County, and KB Home 
developments. 

• The Parking Study conservatively considered the highest observed parking 
demand of the two observed El Monte sites (Union Walk and Solstice) for each 
hour (i.e., the observed hourly parking demand at Union Walk, which occurred on 
Thursday January 16, 2020 at 7:00 PM with 88.1% utilization). Thus, at none of 
the surveyed times was the parking on the observed sites 100% utilized. 

 
Based on these findings, the Parking Study concluded that reductions in parking 
requirements could be applied for the proposed Project and the proposed parking 
spaces would sufficiently satisfy the parking demand. 

 
7-5    Comment: Existing Church related parking and traffic impacts.  
 

This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue, as the existing church is not a part of the proposed Project. Also 
see Responses to Comments 1-2, 7-2, and 7-4 above concerning traffic and parking. 
  

7-6   Comment: Privacy impacts of the new three story development.  
 

City standards allow for buildings within the proposed zoning to be up to three (3) 
stories; see EMMC §17.42.020. The City’s review of the Project for consistency with 
the EMMC has determined the Project complies with all relevant development 
standards, except concerning the requested Modification and Variance applications. 
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The Project Applicant has redesigned the Project along Orchard Street to provide one 
two-story building, instead of a three-story building to minimize privacy impacts to 
adjacent properties. Additionally, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of a 
Modification to increase the height of the property boundary walls (behind front yard 
setbacks) from six feet to eight feet. See ISMND page 107 for analysis of the Project’s 
consistency with the EMMC and EMGP. 

 
7-7   Comment: Construction related impacts such as damage. 

 
This comment does not specify the type of damage, however, it is assumed the 
comment is referring to construction-related vibration. ISMND page 126 analyses 
potential construction-related vibration impacts. As concluded, Project construction 
would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. 
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

 
7-8  Comment: Noise from industrial businesses.  
 

The Project’s potential noise impacts are evaluated in IS/MND Section 4.13. It is 
assumed this comment refers to the existing industrial uses’ impacts on the proposed 
Project. Agencies subject to CEQA are not required to analyze the impact of existing 
environmental conditions on a project’s future users or residents. But when a proposed 
project risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that already 
exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents 
or users. The Project proposes to replace the existing industrial uses with a residential 
development. Thus, the operational noise (stationary and traffic) associated with the 
existing industrial uses would cease and be replaced with operational noise typical of 
residential uses. The Project’s major noise sources are stationary noise sources and 
mobile noise sources (i.e., off-site vehicular traffic). As the proposed Project would 
replace the existing industrial land uses with less noise-intensive residential uses, the 
Project would not exacerbate existing noise conditions, thus, analysis of the potential 
impact of such noise on future residents is not required.  

 
7-9 Comment: Adjacent neighbor did not like the driveway next to his property.  

 
As concluded in ISMND Response 4.17c (page 140), the Project is compatible with 
the surrounding land uses. All on‐site and site‐adjacent improvements, including traffic 
signing/striping and Project driveways, would be constructed as approved by the City 
of El Monte Public Works Department. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no 
mitigation is required. 
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7-10 Comment: The neighborhood is an older single-family residential neighborhood. The 
proposed high density development is not compatible.  

 
See ISMND Section 4.14: Population and Housing. The Project would comply with 
EMGP Policy H-2.1 Housing Sites, which aims to provide adequate sites through land 
use, zoning, and specific plan designations to allow single-family homes, apartments, 
mobile homes, and special needs housing. 
 
The housing and population growth resulting from Project implementation would not 
conflict with projected growth in the City based on SCAG’s growth forecasts. 
Additionally, The City of El Monte’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for 
the 2014‐2021 planning period identifies the City’s future housing need of 2,142 units. 
The Project would contribute toward the City’s future housing need for the 2014‐2021 
planning period. 

 
See ISMND page 45 for requested entitlements to change the site’s land use 
designation Industrial/Business Park and Medium-Density Residential to High-Density 
Residential; and Zone Change (ZC No. 01-19) to change the site’s zoning from M-2 
General Manufacturing Zone and R-3 Medium-Density Multiple-Family Zone to R-4 
High-Density Multiple-Family Zone. 

 
See ISMND Section 4.11: Land Use and Planning, which concludes that  following 
the City’s approval of the requested entitlements (i.e., General Plan Amendment, Zone 
Change, Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Conditional Use Permit, Variance, and 
Modifications), the Project would not conflict with the EMGP or EMMC. 

 
7-11 Comment: The proposed project would have an adverse impact on property values 

(raise rents) increase the number of rentals in the area.   
 

See ISMND Section 4.14: Population and Housing. Also see Response to Comment 
7-10 above. Property values are not a CEQA issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
7-12 Comment: Off-street parking spaces and open space areas are only available to the 

new community not accessible to the rest of the neighborhood.  
 

See ISMND page 16; No public parking is required. See ISMND Section 4.16: 
Recreation. The Project proposes approximately 54,600 SF of non-publicly 
accessible open space, including “usable” common open space, “other” landscaped 
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common open space, walkways and “community trails.” A HOA fee for property owners 
of the new development for the community amenities. Also see Response to Comment 
1-2 above concerning parking and Response to Comment 6-3 above concerning 
parks. 

 
7-13 Comment: Application review process is fast tracked.  

The Applicant initiated community outreach beginning in March 2019. The Applicant 
conducted a community outreach meeting on July 8, 2019. The application was 
submitted on July 25, 2019. After the first community meeting held on February 26, 
2020, the Applicant redesigned the Project presented to the community on July 8, 
2020 to address the community’s concerns.   

 
7-14 Comment: The Property owner at 3620 Cypress Avenue would have adverse impacts 

to his business.   
 
Refer to Responses to Comment Letter 1 above.  
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SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY OUTREACH MEETING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
LETTER 8 
July 8, 2020 
 
8-1 Project Overview 
 

See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 7-3 above regarding crime and 7-5 regarding 
church. 

8-2 Mobility 

 See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 7-2 above regarding traffic, 7-3 regarding crime, 
7-4 regarding parking, 7-5 regarding church, 1-2, 6-7, and 7-8 regarding noise, and 7-
10 regarding population density. 
 
The Project’s potential air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts are 
evaluated in IS/MND Section 4.1 and Section 5.8, respectively. Also see Response 
to Comment 1-2 above. Other comments are not CEQA issues and do not raise any 
environmental concern. No further response is needed. 
 

8-3 Architecture 
  

See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 7-2 above regarding traffic, 7-4 regarding 
parking, 7-6 regarding building height, and 7-10 regarding population density. Other 
comments are not CEQA issues and do not raise any environmental concern. No 
further response is needed. 
 

8-4 Landscape & Open Space 
 

See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 7-2 above regarding traffic, 7-4 regarding 
parking, 7-6 regarding building height, and 7-10 regarding population density. Other 
comments are not CEQA issues and do not raise any environmental concern. No 
further response is needed.  
 

8-5 Comment Card 1 
  

This comment expresses support for the Project. Comment so noted. 
 

8-6 Comment Card 2 
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 See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 7-2 above regarding traffic and 7-4 regarding 
parking. 

 
8-7 Comment Card 3  
 

This comment does not address the IS/MND’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue, as the existing laundry is not a part of the proposed Project. Also 
see Responses to Comment 7-4 above regarding parking and 7-6 regarding building 
height. 

8-8 Comment Card 4  
 

See Response to Comment 7-1 above regarding receipt of notice. 
 

8-9 Comment Card 5  
 

The commenter informed City staff that there is noise from existing street sweeping 
vehicles and the emissions from existing busses on the Cypress Transportation Yard. 
These comments were forwarded to the Public Works Director. The comment does 
not raise any environmental concern regarding the proposed Project. No further 
response is needed.  
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TEXT CLARIFICATIONS 
Marcy 11, 2020  
 
9-1 The text changes presented below are intended to clarify or correct information in the 

IS/MND.  
 

The IS/MND states the Project site totals 5.69 gross acres and 5.10 net acres, as (as 
noted on the Tentative Tract Map. However, consistent with County of Los Angeles 
requirements, the gross acres extend beyond the subject property lines and to the 
surrounding street centerline. Thus, portions of the surrounding street rights-of-way 
were inadvertently included in the Project site’s acreage calculations. The IS/MND will 
be globally revised to indicate the Project site totals 5.24 gross acres and 5.17 net 
acres, as (as noted on the Tentative Tract Map). To correct this error, the IS/MND is 
revised, as indicated below.  
 
Additionally, IS/MND Section 3.2 was updated for consistency with the checklists in 
IS/MND Sections 4.1 to 4.21.  

IS/MND page 1 is revised as follows:  

 
This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code [PRC] §21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, §15000 et seq.). Pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines §15063, this Initial Study has been prepared to determine if the proposed 
KB Home Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue Project (“Project”) would have a significant 
effect on the environment. The approximately 5.69 5.24-gross-acre (5.10 5.17-net-acre) 
Project site is located at 3630, 3640, and 3700 Cypress Avenue and 11312 Orchard Street, 
in the City of El Monte, Los Angeles County, California. The Project would demolish all 
existing on-site structures and develop a residential community consisting of 110 three-story 
townhomes, at a density of 21.57 21.26 dwelling units per net-acre (DU/net AC). The 
requested entitlements include a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map, Conditional Use Permit, Variances, and Modifications. 
 

IS/MND page 6 is revised as follows:  

 
The KB Home Orchard Street and Cypress Avenue Project (Project) site is in the County of 
Los Angeles (County), City of El Monte (City), approximately 12 miles east of downtown Los 
Angeles; see Exhibit 2-1: Regional Vicinity Map. The Project site is centrally located in the 
City, near the downtown Main Street area, at 3630, 3640, and 3700 Cypress Avenue and 
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11312 Orchard Street. The Project site’s gross land area encompasses 5.69 5.24 gross acres, 
comprised of four parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 8568-026-002, -034, -035, and 
-053), located north of Iris Lane, south of Orchard Street, and east of Cypress Avenue; see 
Exhibit 2-2: Local Vicinity Map. 
 

IS/MND Table 2-1 on page 11 is revised as follows:  

TABLE 2-1: EXISTING ON-SITE LAND USES   

ID1 
Assessor’s 

Parcel Number 

Site 
(Gross 
Acres) Address Existing Land Use 

Building 
(Square 

Feet) 
Year 
Built 

1 8568-026-002 
0.734 
0.735 

3700 Cypress Avenue 
Industrial Business Park/ 
Manufacturing/Vacant 

15,600 1959 

2 
8568-026-034 1.073 3640 Cypress Avenue 

Industrial Business Park 
(exterior doors showroom/sales) 

22,398 1968 

8568-026-035 0.889 3630 Cypress Avenue 
Industrial Business 
Park/Manufacturing 

18,356 1971 

3 8568-026-053 2.541 11312 Orchard Street 
Industrial Business Park/Warehouse 
(flooring, furniture, dry food 
products) 

102,742 1972 

 
Total 

5.239 
5.24 

159,096 
(18,096 Vacant) 

 

Note: Identification number (ID) correlates to labels on Exhibit 2-2: Local Vicinity Map.  
Source: 1 ParcelQuest, 2019, David Lelie, Personal Communication - Email, June 28, 2019, Ingo Giani, Personal 
Communication - Email, January 6, 2020. 
 
 

 
EMGP Figure LU-1: Land Use Policy Plan depicts the City’s land use designations and 
indicates the Project site is designated Industrial/Business Park (0-1.0 Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR)) (4.503 4.44 acres) and Medium-Density Residential (8.1-14.0 DU/AC) (0.734 0.735 
acres. Exhibit 2-3: Existing Land Use Designations and Zoning4 depicts the Project site’s 
(and surrounding areas’) existing land use designations and zoning. Allowable land uses 
include a mix of sustainable manufacturing, processing, office, warehousing, and distribution 
uses. Supporting and limited retail uses are also allowed. The Medium-Density Residential 

 
 

4  City of El Monte (March 2019). Zoning Map. El Monte, CA: City of El Monte Economic Development Department – 
Planning Division. 
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land use designation allows attached and detached single-family homes, attached products 
with four or fewer units, and planned developments.5 
 

IS/MND page 15 is revised as follows:  

 
The City of El Monte Zoning Map depicts the City’s zones and indicates the Project site is 
zoned M-2 General Manufacturing Zone (4.503 4.44 acres) and R-3 Medium-Density Multiple-
Family Zone (0.734 0.735 acres) (Exhibit 2-3). The on-site zoning and EMMC regulations 
pertaining to each zone are summarized in Table 2-2: Existing Project Site Zoning. The 
regulations governing the M-2 Zone and R-3 Zone are included in EMMC Chapter 17.60 - M-
2 Zone and EMMC Chapter 17.40 - R-3 Zone, respectively. Under the existing zoning, up to 
approximately 196,151 SF of industrial uses (M-2 Zone) and ten DUs (R-3 Zone) are 
permitted. 
 

IS/MND page 19 is revised as follows:  

 
All existing on-site improvements (approximately 159,100 SF) on the 5.69 5.24-gross-acre 
site would be demolished and replaced with the proposed community. Street dedications 
(totaling approximately 0.06 acre) are required along Iris Lane and Orchard Street for 30-foot 
half-width streets, resulting in a Project site of 5.10 5.17 net acres. The proposed units would 
be owner-occupied and a homeowners’ association would be responsible for maintenance of 
the common areas, as well as the parking, etc. 
 

IS/MND page 30 is revised as follows:  

 Aesthetics  Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources  Air Quality 

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources  Energy 

X Geology and Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions X Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water 
Quality  Land Use and Planning   Mineral Resources 

X Noise  Population and Housing  Public Services 

 
 

5  City of El Monte. (2011). Vision El Monte General Plan 2011. Page LU-6. El Monte, CA: City of El Monte. 
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 Recreation  Transportation X Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

 Utilities and Service 
Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

IS/MND page 41 is revised as follows:  

 
As discussed in Section 2.2.2, the EMGP currently designates the Project site as Industrial/ 
Business Park (0-1.0 FAR) (4.503 4.44 acres) and Medium-Density Residential (8.1-14.0 
DU/AC) (0.734 0.735 acres). Based on these land use designations, the Project site’s 
maximum development capacity is approximately 196,151 SF of industrial uses and 
approximately ten DUs. The Project proposes a residential community consisting of 110 
townhomes, which are allowed in the Industrial/Business Park designations by the EMMC 
with approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Accordingly, the Project proposes a General Plan 
Amendment from Industrial/Business Park and Medium-Density Residential to High-Density 
Residential and a zone change from M-2 Zone and R-3 Zone to R-4 Zone. Assuming 110 
DUs and 4.11 persons per household,6  the Project’s forecast population growth is 
approximately 452 persons; also see Response 4.14a. The Project’s proposed land uses 
would differ from the allowable land uses and associated emissions. Therefore, because the 
proposed Project would conflict with the EMGP’s land use designations for the Project site, 
which are the basis for the AQMP, the Project site’s forecast population growth would conflict 
with the AQMP. However, as shown in Table 4.3-4 later in this section, the proposed Project 
would result in a nominal increase in air emissions compared to the site’s existing land 
uses/designations, which were assumed in the AQMP. The Project’s forecast population 
growth would nominally increase (only approximately 0.39 percent) the City’s existing 
population of approximately 117,204 persons.7 Further, inclusive of the proposed Project, the 
City’s population would total approximately 117,656 persons, which would be approximately 
2.0 percent below SCAG’s 2020 population forecast for El Monte of 120,000 persons. 
Additionally, based on a 5.10 5.17 net-acre site and the proposed High-Density Residential 
land use designation, which is implemented by the R-4 Zone and which allows 25 DU/AC, the 
Project site’s maximum development capacity is approximately 128 129 DUs. The Project 
proposes a residential community of 110 townhomes at approximately 21.57 DU/net AC, 
which would be below the maximum allowable development capacity. As such, following the 
City’s approval of the requested General Plan Amendment, the Project would not conflict with 
or exceed SCAG’s regional growth forecasts for El Monte. It is also noted that the Project’s 
construction and operational air emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD regional 

 
 

6  California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the 
State, 2011-2019 with 2010 Census Benchmark, May 2019.  
7  Ibid.  
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thresholds, and localized emissions during construction and operations would not exceed 
SCAQMD LST thresholds; see the Impact Analysis for Thresholds 5.2 and 5.3 below. As 
such, the Project would be consistent with Criterion No. 2. A less than significant impact would 
occur, and no mitigation is required. 
 

IS/MND page 48 is revised as follows:  

 
LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters for SRA 9 were utilized in this analysis. As the Project 
site is 5.69 5.24 acres, the 5.0-acre threshold was conservatively used for the Project. The 
on-site operational emissions are compared to the LST thresholds in Table 4.3-7: Localized 
Significance of Operational Emissions. Table 4.3-7 indicates that the maximum daily 
emissions of these pollutants during Project operations would not result in significant 
concentrations of pollutants at nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, the Project would result 
in a less than significant impact concerning LSTs during operational activities, and no 
mitigation is required. 
 

IS/MND page 99 is revised as follows:  

 
The proposed Project’s construction-related activities would include excavation, grading, and 
trenching, which would displace soils and temporarily increase the potential for soils to be 
subject to wind and water erosion. Construction-related erosion effects would be addressed 
through compliance with the NPDES program. During construction, the Project would be 
subject to compliance with erosion and siltation control measures and the NPDES General 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance 
Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, and all subsequent amendments) (Construction 
General Permit). Dischargers whose projects disturb 1.0 or more acres of soil are required to 
obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit. The Project would disturb 
approximately 5.7 5.24 gross acres, and would therefore be subject to the Construction 
General Permit. Construction activity subject to the Construction General Permit includes 
clearing, grading, grubbing, or excavation, and ground disturbances such as stockpiling or 
excavation. 
 

IS/MND page 100 is revised as follows:  

 
The MS4 Permit Order requires development and implementation of a Planning and Land 
Development Program for all “New Development” and “Redevelopment” projects subject to 
the Order. New development and redevelopment projects/activities subject to Los Angeles 
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County’s LID Ordinance include all development projects equal to 1.0 acre or greater of 
disturbed area and residential new or redeveloped projects that create, add, or replace 10,000 
SF or greater impervious surface area. The Project involves approximately 5.7 5.24 gross 
acres of disturbed area and adds more than 10,000 SF of impervious surface area; as such, 
the Project is subject to Los Angeles County’s LID Ordinance. LID controls effectively reduce 
the amount of impervious area of a completed project site and promote the use of infiltration 
and other controls that reduce runoff. Source control BMPs prevent runoff contact with 
pollutant materials that would otherwise be discharged to the MS4. Specific structural controls 
are also required to address pollutant discharges from certain uses including but not limited 
to housing developments, parking lots, and new streets, among others. 
 

IS/MND page 103 is revised as follows:  

 
The proposed Project consists of 110 townhome units and open space area on approximately 
5.7 gross 5.17 net acres. The development proposes to include drive aisles, parking, 
landscaping, walkways, and open space areas. The site would be graded to collect runoff at 
various low points throughout the site. Stormwater runoff generated by the entire site would 
be directed towards the site’s southwest corner. The proposed development would utilize 
catch basins and an on-site area drain system to collect and convey to a proposed 
underground storm drain system. The stormwater runoff would be conveyed off-site via a 
proposed LACFCD connection to the existing 72-inch RCP storm drain system within Iris 
Lane. 
 

IS/MND page 107 is revised as follows:  

 
Less Than Significant Impact. EMGP Figure LU-1, Land Use Policy Plan, depicts the City’s 
land use designations and indicates the Project site is designated Industrial/Business Park 
(0-1.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR)) (4.503 4.44 acres) and Medium-Density Residential (8.1-14.0 
DU/AC) (0.734 0.735 acres). The Industrial/Business Park designation is intended primarily 
for the Northwest Industrial District.8 Allowable land uses include a mix of sustainable 
manufacturing, processing, office, warehousing, and distribution uses. Industrial uses are 
allowed at an intensity of up to 1.0 FAR. The Medium-Density Residential land use 
designation allows attached and detached single-family homes, attached products with four 
or fewer units, and planned developments.9 The Project proposes a residential community 
consisting of 110 townhomes at a density of 21.57 DU/net AC, which would conflict with the 

 
 

8  Ibid.  
9  Ibid. Page LU-6. 
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site’s existing Industrial/Business Park and Medium-Density Residential designations. 
Therefore, the Project Applicant has requested approval of General Plan Amendment GPA 
03-19 to change the site’s land use designation from Industrial/ Business Park and Medium-
Density Residential to High-Density Residential. It is noted, the proposed Project would 
support Policy LU-4.1 Housing Opportunities, which aims to support a variety of housing types 
and prices to meet present and future needs. The proposed Project would introduce new 
multi-family townhomes to the City and increase the diversity and quantity of City’s overall 
housing supply, furthering Policy LU-4.1. 
 
The City of El Monte Zoning Map depicts the City’s zones and indicates the Project site is 
zoned M-2 Zone (4.503 4.44 acres) and R-3 Zone (0.734 0.735 acres).10 Regulations 
governing the M-2 Zone are included in EMMC Chapter 17.60 - M-2 Zone. EMMC §17.60.010 
outlines the uses permitted in the M-2 Zone, which include any use permitted in the M-1 Zone, 
among others. Regulations governing the R-3 Zone are included in EMMC Chapter 17.40 - 
R-3 Zone. The R-3 Zone allows any use permitted in the R-2 Zone, group dwellings, multiple-
family dwellings and apartment houses, among others; see EMMC Chapter 17.40. The 
maximum development density allowed in the R-3 Zone is no more than 1 DU/3,111 SF of 
net lot area, provided the lot width is 250 feet or greater. Based on the existing zoning, the 
Project site’s maximum development capacity is approximately 196,151 SF of industrial uses 
and approximately ten DUs. The Project proposes a residential community consisting of 110 
townhomes at a density of 21.57 DU/net AC, which would conflict with the site’s existing 
zoning (i.e., M-2 and R-3 Zones). Therefore, the Project Applicant has requested approval of 
Zone Change ZC 01-19 to change the site’s zoning designation from M-2 Zone and R-3 Zone 
to the R-4 Zone.  
 
EMMC §17.42.020 - R-4 Regulations, provides the development regulations for the R-4 Zone. 
The R-4 Zone implements the High-Density Residential land use designation, which specifies 
that the maximum permitted density is 25 DU/AC. Based on a 5.10 5.17 net-acre site and 25 
DU/AC, the Project site’s maximum development capacity is approximately 128 129 DUs. The 
Project proposes a residential community of 110 townhomes at approximately 21.57 21.26 
DU/net AC, which would be below the maximum allowable development capacity/density in 
the R-4 Zone. Additionally, the Project would be subject to the R-4 Zone’s regulations 
specified in EMMC §17.42.020 concerning the following key development standards: 

 
  

 
 

10  City of El Monte (March 2019). Zoning Map. El Monte, CA: City of El Monte Economic Community Development 
Department - Planning Division. 
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3.0 COMMENT LETTERS 

The comment letters received during the public review period are provided on the following 
pages.  
 

 





















































KB Home Community Meeting
11312 Orchard Street, 3630, 3640, and 3700 Cypress Avenue
2/26/2020

Concerns of surrounding neighbors:
1. Inadequate public hearing notice – radius (300’) was too small, on-site property

postings were small, multiple people who owned/lived at the same address did
not receive individual notices.

2. Traffic – the area is already congested as it is.  Speeding vehicles.
3. Crime – Graffiti, drug dealing, weapons. Lack of response by Police.
4. On-street parking problems already exist.  Parking should be evaluated in the

evening when residents in the area are home.  Parking problems would be
intensified with the proposed development.

5. Existing Church related parking and traffic impacts.
6. Privacy impacts of the new three story development.
7. Construction related impacts such as damage.
8. Noise from industrial businesses.
9. Adjacent neighbor did not like the driveway next to his property.
10. The neighborhood is an older single-family residential neighborhood.  The

proposed high density development is not compatible.
11. The proposed project would have an adverse impact on property values (raise

rents) increase the number of rentals in the area.
12. Off-street parking spaces and open space areas are only available to the new

community not accessible to the rest of the neighborhood.
13. Application review process is fast tracked.
14. Property owner at 3620 Cypress Avenue would have adverse impacts to his

business.



July 8, 2020 KB Homes Community Meeting Notes 

Project Overview 

- Issues/ concerns about crime in neighborhood
- Will become the “projects”
- More homeless, gang infested area
- Sundays – difficult to get into orchard street
- Church closes street for parades blocks orchard and iris, has been doing many parades

Mobility: 

- Cars racing on Orchard
- Cross traffic from lee lane
- Parking is the most important issue
- Needs more than 2.5 spaces/unit
- Still prefers housing over industrial
- Crime is an issue in this area
- Park is good idea, but how will it be maintained
- Limited exits for neighborhood during an emergency
- Traffic from church on Saturdays and Sundays from multiple services

o 6am-10pm on Sunday
o 7am to 9pmon Saturday

- 55 or so units could be considered – above that is too much emissions
- Project does not fit
- General plan calls for medium density  should match surrounding medium density
- Not high density
- Upgrade sewers, fire hydrants, whole neighborhood overrun by construction
- No park
- Overdeveloping a residential area
- Cars don’t stop at stop signs
- Too much parking will occur on the streets
- Kauffman and Cypress + Kauffman and Tyler needs a signal
- Red corner Kauffman and Cypress (NW)
- Concerns about graffiti in area People jumping walls to enter private property to graffiti
- Fence by Railroad drove into and still hasn’t been repaired (4 months later)
- Noise for half year of construction
- 55 units People smell gas from existing transportation yard
- Concerned about traffic on Iris (trucks/industrial doesn’t use Iris)
- Wishes there weren’t so many homes
- Concerned about more people coming into area
- Everything is nice when it’s new
- Project should be gated

Letter 8 

8-1

8-2



Architecture 

- 110 to 103 not enough of a difference (only 13 cars)
- Not happy with revised project
- Most people (units) own more than 3-cars
- Stick to general plan density
- Homes are nice (nice style) but there are too many
- Amount of traffic
- More parking stalls for visitors
- Reduce number of units to 80
- Make all homes 2 story
- Renderings don’t look like reality
- Looks very nice
- No subleasing (or only owner occupied)

Landscape & Open Space 

- Privacy issues
- Damage to their properties (who is responsible?)
- Parking availability – concerns over onsite parking
- Window placement
- Questions about 6’ 10” dedication (on existing residential)
- Gate the project- codes on access gate
- Add traffic calming (on surrounding streets)

o Stop sign
o Higher speed bumps

- No openings to iris that would facilitate street parking
- Add more onsite parking
- Public row landscaping only trees and low groundcover to reduce homeless from

covering/hiding
- Lower density
- 20 more parking spaces and remove a building

8-3

8-4
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